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PER CURI AM

Steven Mark Mackie appeals from the district court’s
order authorizing the Bureau of Prisons to adm nister forced or
i nvoluntary anti psychotic nmedication to Mackie in order to render
hi m conpetent to stand trial. Mackie was indicted in January 2003
for federal firearns offenses. At his guilty plea hearing, the
district court questioned Mackie’'s nental condition and his
conpetence to stand trial; accordingly, the court directed a
psychi atric exam nati on.

At a hearing held on February 19, 2004, the eval uating
psychol ogi st fromFCl Butner, Dr. Wener, testified that Macki e was
i nconpetent to stand trial and that only nedication would restore
hi s conpetency. Dr. Sarrazin, a staff psychiatrist from FCl
Springfield, also evaluated Mackie and testified that he found
Macki e inconpetent to stand trial. According to Dr. Sarrazin,

Mackie suffers from a psychotic disorder, nost likely
schi zophrenia.” Sarrazin further stated that “absent intervention
wi th antipsychotic nedications, it is very unlikely that [ Macki e’ s]
mental status will change in any appreciable amount in the near
future.”

Based on Dr. Wener’'s and Dr. Sarrazin' s testinony, the
district court made the follow ng factual findings:

1. Mackie is presently suffering from a

nment al di sease rendering hi minconpetent
to stand trial to the extent that he is



unable to assist properly wth his
def ense.

2. Wil e incompetent, Mackie does not pose
an increased risk of danger to hinself or
ot hers because of his nmental disorder.

3. Wth atypical antipsychotic and/or other
appropriate nedication, there is a
substantial |ikelihood that Macki e can be
restored to conpet ency wi thin a
reasonabl e timne.

4. Al though there is a small probability,
t he pr oposed medi cati on is not
substantially likely to cause any seri ous
side effects or any side effects that

coul d interfere significantly W th
Mackie's ability to assist in his
def ense.

5. Atypical antipsychotic and, if needed,
alternative forns of nmedi cation are
nmedi cal | y appropriate.
6. Less intrusive neans of treatment, such
as group or individual therapy, are
unlikely to restore Macki e to conpetency.
The district court denied Mackie’'s notion for reconsi deration; he
has tinmely appeal ed.

In Sell v. United States, 539 U S 166 (2003), the

Suprene Court held that the Governnent may involuntarily nedicate

anmentally ill defendant to render hi mconpetent for trial if: [i]
there are inportant governnental interests in trying the
individual; [ii] the treatnent will significantly further those

interests; [iii] the treatment is necessary to further those
interests, considering any less intrusive alternatives; and [iV]

the treatnent is nedically appropriate. See id. at 180-81. CQur
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reviewof the record and the district court’s opinions discloses no
error in the district court’s application of the Sell factors in
ordering forced nedi cation. Accordingly, we affirmfor the reasons

stated by the district court. See United States v. Mackie, No. CR-

03-7-SGN (WD. Va. Feb. 26, 2004, and May 12, 2004).

W deny Mackie’'s pro se notion for appointnent of
counsel . We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before
the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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